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AFRICAN ADVENTURES: FILM FINANCES LTD. AND ACTOR-PRODUCERS ON SAFARI 
Sheldon Hall 
 
At a particularly fraught moment during production of Zulu on location in South Africa, Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes͛ 
representative Colin Lesslie wrote in one of his confidential letters, with evident exasperation: ͚God! 
how I wish Stars would remain Stars and Directors remain Directors instead of all wanting to be 
PƌoduĐeƌs as ǁell. TheǇ just haǀeŶ͛t aŶǇ seŶse of ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ eitheƌ to theiƌ ďaĐkeƌs oƌ to the ŵeŶ 
ǁho ǁoƌk uŶdeƌ theŵ.͛1 
     This article examines and compares the case histories of two films which posed challenges to the 
completion guarantor Film Finances that were in certain respects similar. The films are Zulu (1964) 
itself, co-produced by its star, Stanley Baker, and director, Cy Endfield; and The Naked Prey (1965), 
starring, produced and directed by Cornel Wilde. As well as having in common the figure of a 
producer who was also the leading actor, these films were both made on location in South Africa, a 
fact which brought its own difficulties, not least those of fiscal control and the effect of this on 
artistic decision-making. The films also shared a number of production personnel and are even 
comparable thematically, in their treatment of colonial narratives from a liberal-humanist 
perspective. 
     A further reason for linking the two is that, because of the risks posed by location-made films and 
;iŶ the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s ǀieǁͿ undisciplined actor-producers, Film Finances felt the need to appoint to 
both films its own representative who would act as an on-site observer, report back on the progress 
of shooting and any problems encountered, and if necessary intervene to rescue the picture. 
Because these observers – Colin Lesslie and Basil Keys, respectively – filed detailed regular reports, 
we have candid first-hand records of the production of Zulu and The Naked Prey from a financial and 
managerial viewpoint. Such matters would normally be highly confidential, and these reports were 
kept even from the filmmakers involved. Their accounts are far from complimentary to them, but 
they testify with particular clarity to the different interests, loyalties and motivations held by 
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different members of the production team. They highlight not only the gulf that often lay between 
creative artists and practical administrators, but also the points at which they inevitably had to meet. 
 
ZULU 
Film Finances was first approached to provide a completion guarantee for Zulu in late September 
1962, at the request of the insurance brokers appointed by Anglo Amalgamated, the British 
company which was at that stage to be a production partner. The film, with a budget of 1 million 
Rand (around $2 million or £650,000), was said to be less than two months away from the start of 
shooting on locations in Pretoria, Transvaal Province, and near Durban, Natal Province.2 The 
following month, Film Finances received copies of various documents pertaining to the preparation, 
planning and costing of the location shoot. They included details of arrangements for hotel 
accommodation and catering, estimates of sundry location, transportation and construction costs, 
and especially the logistics and expenses of hiring the services of 100 military personnel from the 
South African Defence Force and up to 2,000 Zulus.  
     As is well known, Zulu dƌaŵatises the ďattle of ‘oƌke͛s Dƌift duƌiŶg the AŶglo-Zulu War of 1879, 
when as many as 4,000 Zulus laid siege to a tiny mission station and field hospital manned by 150 
British soldiers. The garrison held out for a day and a night and survived with the loss of only 
seventeen men, saving the reputation of the British army following a disastrous engagement earlier 
in the day when virtually an entire column had been massacred.3 The screenplay, written by John 
Prebble and expatriate American director Cy Endfield, had been making the rounds of distributors 
for several years without attracting finance until Welsh actor Stanley Baker, who had already made 
fouƌ featuƌe filŵs uŶdeƌ EŶdfield͛s diƌeĐtioŶ, ǁoŶ the suppoƌt of iŶdepeŶdeŶt Aŵerican impresario 
Joseph E. Levine while filming the biblical epic Sodom and Gomorrah foƌ LeǀiŶe͛s ĐoŵpaŶǇ EŵďassǇ. 
With Levine as chief sponsor, Anglo Amalgamated had been persuaded to come on board as the 
filŵ͛s Bƌitish distƌiďutoƌ aŶd Đo-financier, and its head Daǀid DeutsĐh ŵet ǁith Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes͛ Đhief 
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executive Robert Garrett in November to discuss the picture, whose start date had now been put 
back to April 1963. 
     Gaƌƌett ǁas Ŷot at all optiŵistiĐ, ǁƌitiŶg iŶ a ŵeŵo to staff that ͚it has ďeeŶ ŵade clear that we 
ǁeƌe ǀeƌǇ faƌ fƌoŵ keeŶ oŶ uŶdeƌtakiŶg aŶǇthiŶg of this soƌt͛. His oďjeĐtioŶs ĐeŶtƌed oŶ the laƌge 
scale of the proposed film, along with the fact that it was mainly to be shot on a distant location, 
which meant that it would be difficult to keep tabs on its progress.4 Nevertheless, Garrett agreed to 
put the pƌopositioŶ ďefoƌe the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s ďoaƌd foƌ ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ. He aĐkŶoǁledged that theƌe 
were a number of factors mitigating against his concerns, notably that most of the location shooting 
would now be concentrated at Mont-aux-Sources, a tourist spot in the Drakensberg Mountains, on a 
single set a short distance from the two hotels accommodating the principal cast and crew, thus 
reducing some of the logistical dangers; and the fact that a number of forms of fiscal protection had 
already been built into the deal.  
     The budget, to be shared equally between Embassy and Anglo, included a contingency fund in the 
event of cost overruns. Baker and Endfield had agreed to place their own salaries of £42,500 and 
£12,500, respectively, in escrow, which could be drawn upon to meet the first overcost beyond the 
ĐoŶtiŶgeŶĐǇ if the Ŷeed pƌeseŶted itself. Gaƌƌett Ŷoted that it had ͚ďeeŶ eǆplaiŶed to theŵ that ǁe 
will object to the control being solely in the hands of the principal actor and director and that we 
would expect to appoint a production supervisor. I also told Deutsch that we would not be agreeable 
to Stanley Baker having approval of director in case we felt obliged for any reason to remove Enfield 
[siĐ].͛ The Ŷeǆt oǀeƌĐost up to £ϯϬ,ϬϬϬ afteƌ the pƌoduĐeƌs͛ salaƌies had ďeeŶ eǆhausted ǁould ďe 
ŵet ďǇ AŶglo, ͚possiďlǇ iŶ paƌtŶeƌship ǁith LeǀiŶe͛, iŶ eǆĐhaŶge foƌ Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes giǀiŶg up half its 
own fee. Only after this would the completion bond be drawn upon, up to a maximum of £225,000.5 
     The pre-production papers, budget breakdown, shooting schedule and screenplay were sent to 
Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes͛ ƌisk assessoƌ JohŶ CƌoǇdoŶ, ǁho deliǀeƌed his ƌepoƌt oŶ ϭϳ Noǀeŵďeƌ. The sĐhedule 
was now set to occupǇ ͚ϭϰ ǁeeks – divided as to 10 weeks shooting in South Africa, with a little over 
2 weeks allowed for travelling, packing and unpacking and weather contingency – completing with 
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Ϯ½ ǁeeks oĐĐupatioŶ of aŶ uŶspeĐified studio͛. The ďudget ǁas ͚£ϲϰϴ,ϲϰϭ, iŶĐluding a production 
ĐoŶtiŶgeŶĐǇ alloǁaŶĐe of £ϴϱ,ϴϬϯ foƌ the filŵ to ďe shot iŶ ϳϬŵŵ TeĐhŶiƌaŵa͛.6 
     In eight pages of closely typed text, Croydon set down his – for the most part – reservations about 
the proposition, which were such as to make it impossible for him to give a firm recommendation on 
its ǀiaďilitǇ. CƌoǇdoŶ ƌepeatedlǇ Đoŵpaƌed the pƌojeĐt to “tepheŶ CƌaŶe͛s Ŷoǀel The Red Badge of 
Courage, set duƌiŶg the AŵeƌiĐaŶ Ciǀil Waƌ, aŶd to JohŶ HustoŶ͛s ϭϵϱϭ filŵ adaptatioŶ of it, ǁhose 
production histoƌǇ had ďeeŶ detailed iŶ LilliaŶ ‘oss͛s faŵous ďook Picture:  
 
I feel quite certain that the basic idea behind this project is to make another Red Badge 
of Courage. However, it has the advantage that war stories have become popular and to 
that extent, the script lacks what I am sure was the degree of spontaneous, 
unconventional story telling which applied to Red Badge of Courage. [...] It has the stock 
cowards and heroes; a leavening of disreputable [C]hristianity; a feminine revulsion to 
war from an inarticulate virgin; massed movements by an overwhelming enemy and 
Technirama to give the exposition of blood and violence on a big screen. I suppose, that 
fƌoŵ a ďoǆ offiĐe poiŶt of ǀieǁ, it is ǁhat is kŶoǁŶ iŶ Waƌdouƌ “t. as ͚iŶfalliďle.͛ ;“o loŶg 
as nobody wants me to see it once it is finished!) 
 
CƌoǇdoŶ͛s douďts ĐeŶtƌed paƌtlǇ oŶ the pedigƌee of the Đo-producers:  
 
Stanley Baker is undeniably a good actor, but I know nothing in his career which 
suggests that he would be a capable producer for a film of this sort. Cy Endfield when 
he first started to direct in this country, was a pretty safe bet to bring home a picture on 
schedule and budget, but in recent years he has tended to work in opposites. This, quite 
obviously, would be the biggest and most magnificent film he has directed and, like 
Huston and The Red Badge of Courage could represent an important cross road in his 
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life, and to that extent, and from what I know of the man, I feel he will be quite ruthless 
in his determination to secure the best possible product. 
 
     But CƌoǇdoŶ ĐoŶsideƌed that iŶsuffiĐieŶt iŶfoƌŵatioŶ had ďeeŶ pƌoǀided aďout the diƌeĐtoƌ͛s 
pƌoposed ŵodus opeƌaŶdi. EŶdfield͛s ͚Đƌossplot͛ – a chart setting out the scene numbers to be shot 
on each day of the schedule and the actors who would be needed – gave no clear indication of 
ǁhetheƌ he plaŶŶed to use ǁide, ͚ŵassed͛ shots ;as his deĐisioŶ to use the ǁidesĐƌeeŶ TeĐhŶiƌaŵa 
format seemed to imply) or break each sequence up into the standard syntax of long shots, medium 
shots and close-ups (as the script directions appeared to suggest), and therefore how much time 
eaĐh sĐeŶe ǁas likelǇ to ƌeƋuiƌe foƌ ĐoŵpletioŶ. ͚I do Ŷot kŶoǁ ǁhetheƌ it is the iŶteŶtioŶ of the 
director to take each and every individual piece of fighting and stage it as it is scripted, or whether 
he iŶteŶds to piĐk it out of a ŵuĐh laƌgeƌ ĐaŶǀas of the fightiŶg as a ǁhole͛, CƌoǇdoŶ Ŷoted. ͚If this 
film were to be shot by conventional means I would be inclined to say that it was under-scheduled 
ďǇ at least Ϯϱ%.͛ He also Ƌuestioned the plan to shoot scenes out of chronological order in order to 
aĐĐoŵŵodate aĐtoƌs͛ ǁoƌk sĐhedules, ǁhiĐh ǁould ŶeĐessitate suďstaŶtial ƌedƌessiŶg of the set, aŶd 
the sĐheduliŶg of all the )ulus͛ pƌiŶĐipal sĐeŶes at the eŶd of the shoot, ǁhiĐh ͚ǀiƌtually disassociates 
the eŶĐaŵpŵeŶt itself fƌoŵ these ďattle ŵoǀeŵeŶts͛.  
     AŵoŶg CƌoǇdoŶ͛s ŵoƌe geŶeƌal ĐoŶĐeƌŶs ǁeƌe the plaŶ to use oŶlǇ oŶe ŵaiŶ Đaŵeƌa, a 
converted Technicolor unit, along with two supplementary lightweight cameras, for large-scale 
battle scenes that would appear to demand multi-camera shooting throughout (though he also 
noted that the choice of Technirama as screen format might have made that impracticable). He felt 
that the schedule, and the attendant daily running costs of maintaining a large, virtually self-
contained production village, would most likely be exceeded, particularly because of the large 
number of people to be employed both in front of and behind the camera; how, he wondered, 
would the Zulus be controlled when shooting ǁas at ͚full stƌetĐh͛? He Ŷoted that ĐeƌtaiŶ uŶkŶoǁŶ 
factors mentioned in the production papers appeared not to be budgeted for: on location these 
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iŶĐluded ͚the ƋuestioŶ of ĐhaŶge iŶ Đolouƌ of the teƌƌaiŶ [due to ǀaƌǇiŶg patteƌŶs of ƌaiŶfall] aŶd 
traditioŶal ŵethods of feediŶg the Ŷatiǀe Đƌoǁds͛. 
     CƌoǇdoŶ also saǁ the poteŶtial foƌ a gƌeat ŵaŶǇ iŶjuƌies, ďoth ŵiŶoƌ aŶd ŵajoƌ, as ͚eǀeŶ ƌuďďeƌ 
tipped spears can cause some very nasty injuries, and blank ammunition can cause quite a lot of 
damage even wheŶ the eǆeƌĐise is uŶdeƌ stƌiĐt supeƌǀisioŶ͛; ďut he Ŷoted that oŶlǇ oŶe uŶit doĐtoƌ 
and one nurse had been allowed for in the budget. He recalled his own past experience on O.H.M.S. 
;ϭϵϯϳͿ, ͚ǁheŶ oŶe soldieƌ, iŶ the heat of the ŵoŵeŶt, ŵistook oŶe of his Đompanions, simulating 
death, foƌ a duŵŵǇ aŶd stuĐk his ďaǇoŶet ƌight thƌough his ďodǇ͛. Wheƌe, he asked, ͚is aŶ alloǁaŶĐe 
ŵade foƌ ĐoŵpeŶsatioŶ to ǀiĐtiŵs of this soƌt of thiŶg?͛ He also ǁaŶted to kŶoǁ if the sĐhedule, 
travel and accommodation arrangements aŶd the Đƌeǁ͛s salaƌǇ ďasis had ďeeŶ agƌeed oƌ eǀeŶ 
discussed with the joint union location committee.  
     Despite CƌoǇdoŶ͛s ŵaŶǇ ƌeseƌǀatioŶs, Gaƌƌett ǁas Ŷeǀeƌtheless peƌsuaded to seŶd AŶglo 
Amalgamated a letter of intent setting out the terms on which Film Finances would be prepared to 
issue a guarantee of completion. Among the conditions set out was an increase in the budget (and 
the corresponding contingency fund) so that the shooting schedule could be extended, along with 
sundry additional allowances.7 The location schedule was increased from 62 to 75 shooting days and 
the studio schedule from thirteen to seventeen days; an additional week was allowed for travel; the 
period allowed for editing and dubbing was also increased, from twelve to fifteen weeks; and there 
were increased budget figures for various items. This raised the direct cost of making the picture 
from £493,488 to £553,200, excluding fees and salaries, which brought the total up to £688,672. The 
aŵouŶt of EŶdfield aŶd Bakeƌ͛s salaƌies to be placed in escrow was reduced to 50 per cent 
(amounting to £27,500 in total).8 Embassy had by now taken over complete financing from Anglo, 
which had dropped out of the deal, and a new company, Diamond Films – jointly owned by Baker 
and Endfield – had been created to produce the picture. Shortly before shooting started a new 
international distributor was found, which in turn took over financing from Embassy: this was the 
major Hollywood studio, Paramount. 
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     The principal recommendation that Croydon had made was the nomination by Film Finances of a 
representative who would join the film unit, report in detail on its operation and stay with the 
production until the end of shooting or preferably the final delivery of the completed picture. 
Consequently, iŶ ĐoŶfiƌŵiŶg the offeƌ of a guaƌaŶtee, the ĐoŵpaŶǇ speĐified that ͚a pƌoduĐeƌ 
(without screen credit) will be appointed to the picture who shall exercise all the usual functions of a 
producer except that he will not concern himself with the script nor with the artistic direction of the 
picture unless the latter should appear to be seriously endangering the financial outcome of the 
pƌojeĐt.͛9 The person appointed to this role was Colin Lesslie, most recently the producer of Tunes of 
Glory (1960).  
     Plans were being made to shoot some of the scenes in Zululand, 100 miles away, rather than at 
Mont-aux-Sources, to reduce the cost of transporting and accommodating Zulu extras. The 
screenplay had been rewritten to reduce the number of scenes and characters and a new shooting 
schedule had been drawn up. In late February 1963, production accountant Arthur Hall was able to 
demonstrate cost savings amounting to £7,578 thanks to deals made with a South African firm, S.A. 
Films, though Hall considered that ͚the ǀalue of the ĐoŶtƌaĐts is ĐoŶsideƌaďlǇ gƌeateƌ thaŶ this͛ as “.A. 
was providing production services such as providing a projector and projectionist (for viewing 
rushes), office supplies, equipment and transportation facilities which had not been provided for in 
the budget.10 In early March a revised production budget showed the estimated total cost now to be 
£666,554, including a contingency allowance of £82,241.11 
     On the basis of these changes, John Croydon produced two further reports, respectively on the 
new schedule and the revised budget. He was, however, no more positive than he had been before, 
feeliŶg that ͚the sĐƌipt is iŵpƌaĐtiĐal aŶd the sĐhedule duĐks the issue͛. CƌoǇdoŶ still fouŶd Ŷo Đleaƌ 
eǀideŶĐe of the diƌeĐtoƌ͛s ͚plaŶ of ĐaŵpaigŶ͛ and doubted that the picture could be completed in the 
time allotted and in the manner indicated in the crossplot, which he thought confusing and lacking in 
sufficient detail. 
 
8 
 
MaŶǇ of the seƋueŶĐes aƌe ǀeƌǇ diffiĐult iŶdeed to shoot. “o ŵuĐh ͚stagiŶg͛ is ƌequired. 
The picture is progressive in action and, therefore, certain sequences must be 
scheduled in chronological order, so that the destruction which happens inside the 
camp – the burning of the hospital for instance – must come at the right moment in the 
schedule, and this is only known [from the crossplot] by chronological progression of 
scene numbers, without any notation of the manner in which it will be achieved. [...] 
     I thiŶk theƌe ǁill ďe daǇs ǁheŶ the uŶit ǁill ďe ĐoŶĐeƌŶed ǁith ͚settiŶg the stage͛ aŶd 
little or no shooting will take place. I think the amount of rehearsal for some of the 
͚stuŶt͛ aĐtioŶ sĐeŶes ǁill ďe leŶgthǇ, teŶdiŶg to ƌeduĐe the aŵouŶt shot eaĐh daǇ. I 
think that second and third takes will be much more than a mere repetition of the 
action (mess will have to be cleared up and new rehearsals take place). All of these 
things will tend to slow the schedule, and I shall be extremely surprised if the schedule 
will be able to flow along at the pace indicated in this X-plot [crossplot].12 
 
     Croydon was scarcely more complimentary about the revised financial provisions, casting a 
sceptical eye over virtually every entry in the new budget. He recommended calculating the likely 
oǀeƌage foƌ at least aŶ additioŶal ŵoŶth͛s shootiŶg aŶd deducting that figure from the contingency 
fuŶd ͚as ĐeƌtaiŶ to ďe eǆpeŶded͛. The logistiĐal sĐale of the filŵ ďƌought its oǁŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ ĐhalleŶges, 
as Croydon outlined:  
 
On a location film of this sort, it is impossible to calculate the hazards before 
commencement of shooting. I think illness and accident will affect the schedule, 
perhaps resulting in emergency schedule alterations. The crowd movements, especially 
the Zulus, may take a great deal longer to work out and put into operation than has 
ever been envisaged. [...]  
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     As tiŵe goes oŶ aŶd the diƌeĐtoƌ͛s plaŶ of ĐaŵpaigŶ ďegiŶs to eŵeƌge, so the ƌesults 
of his work in terms of speed should be constantly applied to costs in a very accurate 
degree, so that were the film to start to run away with itself, red lights could begin to 
flash, thus giving us an opportunity to discuss, on the spot, what action could be taken 
to minimise costs, or at least confine them to contingency availability. 
     This form of control can only be obtained by our representative forming a very close 
liason [sic] with the production accountant and production manager, so that each and 
every variation of schedule can be instantly related to cost.13 
 
     CoŶsideƌiŶg hoǁ pƌofouŶd ǁeƌe CƌoǇdoŶ͛s douďts as to the pƌojeĐt͛s ǀiaďilitǇ, Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes͛ oŶ-
site representative Colin Lesslie was altogether more upbeat when he joined the location in late 
March, just prior to the commencement of shooting. Throughout the production, Lesslie kept up a 
series of letters to Garrett and to EmbassǇ͛s KeŶŶeth Haƌgƌeaǀes iŶ LoŶdoŶ, aloŶg ǁith dailǇ 
telegrams to Paramount in Los Angeles. His first report was full of admiration for the efficiency of 
the crew and for the thoroughness of the preparatory work that had been done at Mont-aux-
Sources. The key figure here was location manager Bob Porter, who had set up the picture in South 
Africa and who was also to serve as second unit director. Leslie was equally enthused by the 
permanent corps of 250 Zulus attached to the film, especially after, dressed in full costume regalia, 
they had performed a welcome ceremony for the crew and the soldiers of the South African Defence 
Force who were to play the British troops.14 Contrary to rumours, the Zulus were not paid with cattle 
or wristwatches but in wages, in the amount of 25 Rand per month, or the equivalent of nine 
shillings per day. The additional extras to be filmed in Zululand were to cost the company eight 
shillings per day and the female dancers used for the tribal wedding dance sequence slightly less 
again; ƌeŵaƌked assoĐiate pƌoduĐeƌ Basil KeǇs iŶ a letteƌ to Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes, ͚Theƌe is Ŷo eƋualitǇ of 
paǇ foƌ ǁoŵeŶ iŶ the )ulu ŶatioŶ!͛15 
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     Lesslie was much less favourably impressed by Cy Endfield, whose lack of tact and diplomacy 
struck him as a potential problem from the outset; at least one crew member was subsequently to 
Ƌuit ďeĐause of the diƌeĐtoƌ͛s ƌudeŶess aŶd otheƌs thƌeateŶed to do so. EŶdfield͛s ad-lib approach to 
filmmaking was a further matter of concern: 
 
He shoots completely off the cuff – nothing prepared or planned whatsoever either on 
paper or in his head. Always, always changing his mind. You will remember I told you 
some time ago in London that, although a sketch artist was allowed for in the 
PƌeliŵiŶaƌǇ Budget, CǇ said he didŶ͛t ǁaŶt oŶe; nor did he make any use of the model 
set Ernie built him. However at the time Stanley assured me Cy was planning on paper 
at home in the evenings but now I am convinced that this was not so. It is difficult, 
however, to push him too hard. Both Stephen [D]ade, the cameraman and John 
Merriman, the Production Manager have worked with him before and both say that he 
is quite incapable of planning ahead and if you push him too hard it only confuses him. 
Already it is noticeable on the set that Stanley is a bit worried how slow he is making up 
his mind and is quietly trying to push him along but, obviously, for the sake of the 
picture, cannot push him too hard.16  
 
Lesslie was also underwhelmed by the quality of the acting Endfield elicited from his players in the 
fiƌst feǁ daǇs of filŵiŶg, ǁith the eǆĐeptioŶs of Bakeƌ͛s oǁŶ peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe aŶd that of aŶ appaƌeŶtlǇ 
uŶpƌoŵisiŶg ŶeǁĐoŵeƌ: ͚I aŵ ǀeƌǇ glad to ďe aďle to tell Ǉou that iŶ ŵǇ opiŶioŶ aŶd fƌoŵ the little 
he has done so far, MiĐhael CaiŶe as ͞Bƌoŵhead͟ is ǀeƌǇ good iŶdeed. WheŶ he ǁas Đast foƌ the paƌt 
I ĐouldŶ͛t see it ďut I thiŶk ;aŶd hopeͿ I ǁas ǁƌoŶg.͛17 
     The shoot was timed to coincide with the South African winter, when the weather was supposed 
to be at its driest but when the days were short, so filming was scheduled for a six-day week. 
Variable conditions rapidly turned to unseasonably heavy rain which caused whole days or parts of 
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days to be written off and the film quickly to fall behind schedule. It was further put back with the 
Easter holiday weekend two weeks into the shoot, when all work ceased for three days. When the 
fiƌst set of ƌushes aƌƌiǀed foƌ ǀieǁiŶg, Lesslie fouŶd his ǁoƌst feaƌs ĐoŶfiƌŵed: ͚The diƌeĐtioŶ ǁas 
amateurish to say the least; the small part acting horrible and the colour varying from excellent to 
teƌƌiďle!͛18 He eǀeŶ had seĐoŶd thoughts aďout CaiŶe͛s peƌfoƌŵaŶĐe: ͚Noǁ I͛ǀe seeŶ ŵoƌe of 
MiĐhael CaiŶe as ͞Bƌoŵhead͟ I͛ŵ a little afƌaid that ŵǇ oƌigiŶal feeliŶgs ǁeƌe ƌight afteƌ all ďut it͛s so 
diffiĐult to judge heƌe as the souŶd aŶd aĐoustiĐs aƌe teƌƌiďle iŶ the hotel theatƌe.͛19 The view back in 
London was quite different, however: Hargreaves and Garrett found the footage more than 
satisfactory.20 
     OŶ the gƌouŶd, Lesslie͛s ĐoŶĐeƌŶs ŵouŶted as the shoot progressed, and continued even after the 
weather had begun to improve. A flying visit from Joe Levine in mid-April gave him the opportunity 
to dƌaǁ the eǆeĐutiǀe pƌoduĐeƌ͛s atteŶtioŶ to EŶdfield͛s appaƌeŶt ƌeluĐtaŶĐe to eŵploǇ Boď Poƌteƌ͛s 
second unit, which might have enabled the production to catch up on lost time. It was not easy to 
have two units operating simultaneously when shooting was largely confined to a single set but 
Endfield agreed to allow Porter to film action shots not involving the principal actors. However, he 
ƌeŶeged oŶ this folloǁiŶg LeǀiŶe͛s depaƌtuƌe aŶd, aĐĐoƌdiŶg to Lesslie, ͚ŵade ǁhat I thiŶk is alŵost a 
ĐlassiĐ stateŵeŶt. He said ͞I ǁouldŶ͛t eǀeŶ let Willie WǇleƌ diƌeĐt a Ϯnd unit shot for me unless I had 
checked the set-up fiƌst͟!!͛21 Nevertheless, Porter was later despatched to Zululand with his crew to 
capture additional shots of tribesmen en masse – footage which never ultimately appeared in the 
fiŶished piĐtuƌe. But Lesslie had ďeeŶ ŵoƌe iŵpƌessed ǁith Poƌteƌ͛s aĐtioŶ footage than with 
EŶdfield͛s: he ǁƌote to KeŶŶeth Haƌgƌeaǀes that ͚Boď has ŵaŶaged to ŵake ϮϱϬ )ulus look like 
1,000 whereas Cy makes them look like 50 – haƌdlǇ eǀeƌ filliŶg the fƌaŵe͛.22 
     Lesslie attributed the slow rate of progress partly to what he felt were the unwarranted ambitions 
of Endfield and Baker to make a more important film than, in his view, the material and the 
asseŵďled taleŶt peƌŵitted: ͚This ĐaŶ Ŷeǀeƌ ďe the ͞gƌeat piĐtuƌe͟ CǇ aŶd “taŶleǇ aƌe alǁaǇs talkiŶg 
about – Ŷoƌ ǁill it ǁiŶ the ͞OsĐaƌs͟ theǇ talk aďout eitheƌ, ďut it ĐaŶ still ďe a ǀeƌǇ ĐoŵŵeƌĐial 
12 
 
͞WesteƌŶ͟ set iŶ “outh AfƌiĐa aŶd the aŶsǁeƌ to it all is iŶ ŵǇ opiŶioŶ iŶ the )ulus.͛23 Lesslie had 
hoped LeǀiŶe ǁould ŵake this Đleaƌ to EŶdfield, that ͚iŶstead of ĐoǁďoǇs aŶd ͞iŶjuŶs͟, it͛s )ulus aŶd 
soldiers and depends for its success on excitement and action and not on beautifully composed 
shots and Oscar-ǁiŶŶiŶg photogƌaphǇ. If Ǉou ǁaŶt to ǁiŶ aŶǇ OsĐaƌs, Ǉou͛ǀe got to get a ďetteƌ 
cameraman, cast – and diƌeĐtoƌ thaŶ ǁe͛ǀe got!͛24 Back iŶ LoŶdoŶ, BoďďǇ Gaƌƌett ĐoŶĐuƌƌed: ͚I agƌee 
with your view that the film is a western put into a different setting and if this can be impressed 
upoŶ CǇ, it ǁould ďe a good thiŶg.͛25 The uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of ͚ǁesteƌŶ͛ opeƌatiǀe heƌe is Ŷot that of the 
great American art form celebrated by critics and cultural historians but rather the Saturday-matinee 
appeal of Gene Autry and Hopalong Cassidy – the kind of B-grade action film that had been shown to 
the Zulus early in the shooting schedule to demonstrate to them what filmmaking was all about. 
     Gaƌƌett͛s oǁŶ ŵajoƌ ĐoŶĐeƌŶ, pƌoŵpted ďǇ Lesslie͛s pƌogƌess ƌepoƌts, iŶǀolǀed the seeŵiŶglǇ 
excessive amount of coverage Endfield was shooting for a film intended to run no more than two 
houƌs. BǇ Lesslie͛s ĐalĐulatioŶs, ͚at the ƌate of pages of sĐƌipt he ǁas ĐoǀeƌiŶg Đoŵpaƌed to the 
sĐƌeeŶtiŵe he ǁas gettiŶg͛ the diƌeĐtoƌ ǁould ŵost likelǇ deliǀeƌ a piĐtuƌe ƌuŶŶiŶg aƌouŶd thƌee aŶd 
a half hours.26 Lesslie was sufficiently alarmed at this prospect to inform Levine about it directly, 
along with his anxiety at the continued failure fully to use the second unit. Levine wrote personally 
to EŶdfield aŶd Bakeƌ to ŵake his positioŶ Đleaƌ: ͚Neǀeƌ iŶ aŶǇ of ŵǇ ĐoŶǀeƌsatioŶs ǁith Ǉou did I 
ever indicate that I wanted Zulu to run 3-1/2 hours. I think this would be disastrous and completely 
uŶŶeĐessaƌǇ.͛ LeǀiŶe uƌged EŶdfield ͚to ŵake ŵoƌe use of the seĐoŶd uŶit aŶd Đut doǁŶ dƌastiĐallǇ 
oŶ the leŶgth of the piĐtuƌe.͛27 He followed up his letter with a cable to Lesslie in which he stated 
that the filŵ ǁould ͚Ŷot ďe ƌeleased iŶ eǆĐess of appƌoǆiŵatelǇ tǁo houƌs͛.28  
     To addƌess his aŶǆietǇ oǀeƌ ǁhetheƌ soŵe of EŶdfield͛s shots ǁould Đut togetheƌ, Lesslie agƌeed 
that the filŵ͛s editoƌ, JohŶ JǇŵpsoŶ, aŶd his assistaŶt, JeŶŶifeƌ ThoŵpsoŶ, should fly out to the 
location to begin assembling the mass of footage.29 With Jympson present on site to assess the 
ŵateƌial, Lesslie felt ŵoƌe ĐoŶfideŶt that the editoƌ ŵight ͚ďe aďle to ŵake a good piĐtuƌe out of it at 
its ĐoƌƌeĐt leŶgth͛.30 Endfield himself anticipated an eventual running time of two hours and twenty 
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minutes, and in the end this was proven to be right: the film was released at 138 minutes, with 
relatively little material of substance deleted from the script.31  
     Lesslie continued to regard Endfield as something of a liability but had been reluctant to suggest 
to Levine that the director be replaced, as this would have further set back the schedule and would 
probably have resulted in the loss of several cast members, such as Jack Hawkins and James Booth, 
who had been contracted for only a fixed period of time. Lesslie frequently found the opportunity to 
disparage both the filŵ͛s producer-star and its director, ǁƌitiŶg that the Đƌeǁ ͚doŶ͛t like “taŶleǇ aŶd 
aƌe ĐoŶteŵptuous of CǇ: it͛s as siŵple as that.͛32 Of his own role, which largely remained that of an 
oďseƌǀeƌ aŶd adǀisoƌ, Lesslie Ŷoted: ͚I aŵ igŶoƌed ďǇ ďoth of theŵ as ŵuĐh as possiďle aŶǇǁaǇ ďut 
ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh the ƌeǀeƌse ďǇ the ƌest of the uŶit.͛33 At one point he even compared the shoot to his 
ǁaƌtiŵe eǆpeƌieŶĐes: ͚BeiŶg iŶ this plaĐe is just like ďeiŶg a P.O.W. agaiŶ – only between ourselves 
the ĐoŵpaŶǇ iŶ ItalǇ ǁas ŵoƌe ĐoŶgeŶial! I kŶoǁ I͛ll Ŷeǀeƌ set foot out of this plaĐe uŶtil the daǇ ǁe 
finish – God help ŵe!͛34 
     Other measures taken to speed up production included an agreement with the crew to shoot on 
every alternate Sunday on payment of overtime rates. This and the increased employment of the 
second unit allowed the production to catch up somewhat with the schedule and the last six weeks 
of the shoot proceeded relatively smoothly, a happy state of affairs marked by the infrequency of 
Lesslie͛s ǁƌitteŶ ƌepoƌts duƌiŶg this peƌiod. He eǀeŶ alloǁed hiŵself a ƌaƌe ĐoŵpliŵeŶt oŶ the 
͚eǆĐelleŶt filŵ [shot] so faƌ͛.35  
     The location wrapped after 81 shooting days, including the Sundays that had been worked: six 
more than had been sĐheduled, aŶd iŶĐideŶtallǇ ĐoŶfiƌŵiŶg JohŶ CƌoǇdoŶ͛s initial view that the 
originally planned 62-day schedule had been too short by 25 per cent. Lesslie estimated at this time 
that the contingency fund would be depleted only in the amount of £19,000.36 This helped to avert 
the potential loss of James Booth – all of whose scenes were to be shot in the studio – to another 
piĐtuƌe. IŶ the eǀeŶt, Booth͛s ĐoŶtƌaĐt had to be extended and his salary increased to allow him to 
complete his part in Zulu ďefoƌe ŵoǀiŶg oŶ to the otheƌ filŵ, KeŶ ‘ussell͛s French Dressing (1964).37 
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     By October, when the studio shoot (lasting twenty days, three more than scheduled) and most 
post-production work had been completed, the overage had risen to £34,563 – still less than half the 
contingency fund of £82,241, leaving the completion guarantee, aloŶg ǁith Bakeƌ aŶd EŶdfield͛s 
escrowed salaries, untouched and the production officially under-budget.38 From the point of view 
of Film Finances, as well as Embassy and Paramount, this made the project a success even before it 
ǁeŶt oŶ to tƌiuŵph at the ďoǆ offiĐe. Gaƌƌett foƌ oŶe ǁas ĐoŶǀiŶĐed of Lesslie͛s ƌole iŶ helpiŶg to 
achieve this result, writing to him on 28 June, while he was still in Africa:  
 
We have been very conscious that you were doing a fine job under what must have 
been most trying conditions. Ken has appreciated this too, and Paramount and Levine 
should be very grateful to you for not only seeing that they got the sort of length and 
shape of film they wanted but also for saving them something that at a guess might 
have been a six figure sum if you had not been there. Your information service also was 
first class. 
     News has just arrived froŵ the PalaĐe that iŶ the Battle HoŶouƌs foƌ ‘oƌke͛s Dƌift 
1963 you are to get the only V.C. with several bars!39 
 
Privately, however, Garrett thanked Baker and Endfield with an official letter congratulating them 
͚oŶ the ŵost satisfaĐtoƌǇ ŵaŶŶeƌ iŶ ǁhiĐh the shootiŶg of the pƌoduĐtioŶ has ďeeŶ haŶdled.͛40 
IŶǀitiŶg Gaƌƌett to atteŶd the filŵ͛s ǁoƌld pƌeŵieƌe iŶ LoŶdoŶ oŶ ϮϮ JaŶuaƌǇ ϭϵϲϰ, KeŶŶeth 
Hargreaves could refer confidently – if incongruously, judged in any context other than the final 
result – to Film FiŶaŶĐes͛ ͚tƌouďle fƌee assoĐiatioŶ ǁith Zulu͛.41 
 
THE NAKED PREY 
The benchmark for the kind of project Film Finances wanted to avoid was provided by Lancelot and 
Guinevere (1963), an historical epic starring, produced and directed by the American actor and 
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filmmaker Cornel Wilde. The production, made on location in Yugoslavia in 1962, had run wildly over 
schedule and nearly £200,000 over budget, and had resulted in the largest loss to the company since 
it had been founded in 1950. It was remarkable, therefore, that having been severely burned once 
with Wilde, Garrett should be prepared to consider renewing the association. That he actually did so 
most probably had a good deal to do with the ultimately satisfactory result with Zulu. 
     In assessing the financial risk posed by Zulu, John Croydon had repeatedly compared the project 
to the recent experience of Lancelot and Guinevere. On the one hand, according to Croydon, Baker 
aŶd EŶdfield had ͚a ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh ŵoƌe pƌofessioŶal appƌoaĐh foƌ oŶe thiŶg; ǁe aƌe dealing, I hope to 
ouƌ adǀaŶtage, ǁith pƌofessioŶal filŵ ŵakeƌs.͛42 OŶ the otheƌ, that filŵ͛s uŶdeƌ-budgeting and 
under-scheduling led him to fear a similar outcome. But there were significant differences in the 
nature of the material that had made Zulu a slightlǇ safeƌ pƌopositioŶ: ͚We aƌe peƌhaps foƌtuŶate iŶ 
the probability that nothing similar to Lancelot and Guinevere can happen in this instance. I mean, 
there seems to be little likelihood of any significant sequence being added to the story, either 
because it is iŶǀeŶted lateƌ, oƌ ďeĐause of eǆpaŶsioŶ of soŵe thƌoǁaǁaǇ sĐeŶe headiŶg.͛43 Their 
principal similarity, of course, was the presence of a leading actor who was also a producer – and in 
Wilde͛s Đase, also the diƌeĐtoƌ. 
     Wilde approached Film Finances to provide a completion bond for his new film, then called The 
African Adventure, in January 1964. If Zulu could be compared to a western, this property had 
actually begun as one: it had originally been set in frontier America and was based on the real-life 
adventures of John Colter, who in 1809 had been taken prisoner by Blackfoot Indians but had been 
given the chance literally to run for his life; stripped naked and pursued by warrior braves, he was 
forced to fight for survival. In its new incarnation the story had been relocated to Africa in the mid-
1800s, largely because of the cheaper shooting costs and government subsidies available there.44 
Wilde͛s letteƌ to Gaƌƌett ǁas dated eǆaĐtlǇ oŶe ǁeek afteƌ the highlǇ suĐĐessful LoŶdoŶ opeŶiŶg of 
Zulu, which had gone straight to the top of the West End box-office chart. Wilde enclosed a copy of 
the sĐƌipt ďǇ CliŶt JohŶstoŶ aŶd DoŶ Peteƌs aŶd asked foƌ Gaƌƌett͛s ǀieǁs oŶ it ͚as sooŶ as possiďle – 
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very sooŶ͛. He iŶteŶded to plaǇ the lead ƌole as ǁell as diƌeĐt and was looking for a strong co-
producer to assist him. Wilde stressed that it would be an economical project to shoot, requiring 
oŶlǇ oŶe ǁeek͛s diƌeĐt souŶd ƌeĐoƌdiŶg aŶd ͚oŶlǇ lights foƌ pƌoteĐtioŶ – two arcs at the most, and a 
small crew, with two cameras͛. MuĐh of the filŵ ǁould, he said, iŶǀolǀe oŶlǇ hiŵself aŶd a sŵall 
camera unit.45 
     Gaƌƌett͛s ƌeplǇ ǁas ŶoŶ-Đoŵŵittal: ͚I should saǇ to Ǉou that at the ŵoŵeŶt loĐatioŶ filŵs iŶ AfƌiĐa, 
presumably with animals, are not very popular with us and, in fact, some members of our Board take 
the ǀieǁ ǁe should Ŷot do theŵ at all͛. Theƌe ǁeƌe feǁ filŵs ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ ďeiŶg ŵade iŶ EŶglish studios, 
so ͚ǁe teŶd to get ouƌ ďooks full of loĐatioŶ piĐtuƌes although the loĐatioŶs aƌe pƌoďaďlǇ Ŷeaƌeƌ 
hoŵe thaŶ AfƌiĐa.͛ Gaƌƌett added poiŶtedlǇ that the ĐoŵpaŶǇ still had a ͚phoďia aďout 
actor/director/producer (or co-producer) set ups, and I am sure we would ask if you were going to 
act in a film and direct it that you should have an experienced and fully powered producer whose 
fiŶal ǁoƌd ǁould haǀe to ďe aĐĐepted͛. What Gaƌƌett ǁaŶted ǁas a ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe siŵilaƌ to ColiŶ 
Lesslie on Zulu ďut aĐkŶoǁledged that Wilde ǁouldŶ͛t ͚ǁaŶt the pƌoduĐeƌ to ďe ouƌ ŵaŶ͛ aŶd that 
whoever was selected they would need a relationship built on ŵutual ƌespeĐt: ͚What Ǉou iŶ effeĐt 
ǁaŶt is a paƌtŶeƌ ƌatheƌ thaŶ a paid eŵploǇee.͛46 Wilde lateƌ Ŷoted: ͚I aŵ aǁaƌe of Ǉouƌ ŵisgiǀiŶgs 
aďout ŵǇ usual ŵultiple aĐtiǀities aŶd I ǁill do ǁhat I ĐaŶ to ƌeassuƌe Ǉou oŶ this poiŶt͛. He poiŶted 
out that he had met the pre-pƌoduĐtioŶ aŶd sĐƌipt deǀelopŵeŶt Đosts hiŵself aŶd ǁould ͚pƌoǀide 
soŵe of the defeƌŵeŶts fƌoŵ ŵǇ ǀaƌious salaƌies͛.47  
     On the advice of producer Ivan Tors, who had recently shot Rhino! (1964) there, Wilde planned to 
base the film in South Africa because of its low production, labour and transport costs. There was 
also the chance of receiving a government subsidy which a locally based producer, Sven Persson, 
was to arrange. But Wilde also suggested shooting parts of the film in neighbouring countries such 
as Mozambique and Rhodesia, in order to capture suitable animal footage. He wanted to sacrifice 
the Eady subsidy available if the film were to use an English studio and crew (which Film Finances 
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would have preferred) and instead use South AfriĐaŶ Đƌeǁs, ͚ǁho haǀe Ƌuite a ďit of eǆpeƌieŶĐe͛. He 
ended a second letter with a plea:  
 
Please, Sir Robert – (pardon me, Bwana Garrett) – let not even tea-time interfere with 
Ǉouƌ pƌoŵpt atteŶtioŶ to this ŵatteƌ. I͛ŵ ŵost aŶǆious foƌ Ǉou to ŵake soŵe ŵoŶey on 
this one without having to go into any completion [bond], and to establish with you the 
kind of confidence in me which I enjoy here, at Paramount, U.A., etc...48 
 
     In April, Garrett was favourably impressed by a visit from Persson, who would be Wilde͛s Đo-
producer and the second unit director on the film, providing much of the equipment. Garrett told 
Wilde: ͚He seeŵs to kŶoǁ a gƌeat deal aďout ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ AfƌiĐa aŶd paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ the tǇpe of piĐtuƌe 
Ǉou haǀe iŶ ŵiŶd.͛49 Wilde hoped that Film Finances could reduce the size of its usual fee – based on 
5 per cent of the direct cost plus 20 per cent of location costs – ďeĐause, ͚iŶ this pƌojeĐt, theƌe ǁould 
be no expensive cast aside from myself. Accordingly, there would be no risk of overage on stars, 
produĐeƌ, diƌeĐtoƌ oƌ sĐƌipt͛, aŶd that ŵost of the ƌisk ǁould ďe oŶ the ƌelatiǀelǇ loǁ Đosts of 
pƌoduĐtioŶ uŶit salaƌies, eǆtƌas aŶd ͚ƌuŶŶiŶg oǀeƌtiŵe oŶ the ƌeŶtal of eƋuipŵeŶt, etĐ., ďut these 
ǁould Ŷot eŶtail aŶǇ ŵajoƌ aŵouŶts.͛50 Garrett explained that the fee was calculated using its 
standard practice, taking into account every budgeted item except the contingency allowance and 
the ĐoŵpaŶǇ͛s oǁŶ fee.51 Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes also eǆpeĐted the pƌoduĐeƌs to hold ͚Ŷot less thaŶ half theiƌ 
cash salary in escrow to meet the fiƌst oǀeƌĐost͛ – the arrangement which had recently been 
introduced for Zulu, with favourable results.52  
     Meanwhile, Wilde had been setting up finance for the picture with Paramount, the principal 
backer and distributor of Zulu. A preliminary budget had been prepared of £257,101 ($719,883), 
ǁhiĐh iŶĐluded a ĐoŶtiŶgeŶĐǇ of £ϭϱ,ϬϬϬ ;$ϰϬ,ϬϬϬͿ. Half Wilde͛s salaƌǇ of £ϯϯ,ϵϮϵ ;$ϵϱ,ϬϬϬͿ ǁas to 
be placed in escrow.53 PaƌaŵouŶt aŶd Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes͛ ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe oŶ the filŵ ǁas to ďe Basil KeǇs, 
who had been associate producer on Zulu, and who would this time serve as a working producer 
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rather than a mere observer as Colin Lesslie had been on that earlier film. An unsigned memo 
suggested that PaƌaŵouŶt should iŶfoƌŵ Wilde of KeǇs͛ appoiŶtŵeŶt ƌatheƌ thaŶ Film Finances and 
poiŶted out: ͚This ǁaǇ it is faĐe-saǀiŶg fƌoŵ CoƌŶel͛s poiŶt of ǀieǁ.͛54 
     Wilde planned a seven-ǁeek shootiŶg sĐhedule, ďased oŶ filŵiŶg the ͚ďig sĐeŶes͛ fiƌst oǀeƌ thƌee 
weeks at Sibasa, the principal location in the Northern Transvaal, where two village sets and a fort 
would be built. Other scenes were to be shot at Pafuri (one week), and animal scenes were then to 
be filmed in various locations by a much-reduced crew; additional animal footage would be shot by 
PeƌssoŶ͛s seĐoŶd uŶit. Wilde ǁas iŶĐoƌƌigiďlǇ optiŵistiĐ: ͚IŶ soŵe ǁaǇs this ǁill ďe a ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ 
pleasant location film, but occasionally everyone will have to work harder than usual, faster than 
usual, and without the amenities – ǁithout ͞haƌdship͟ ŵoŶeǇ, etĐ!͛ He talked aďout using three 
cameras for the big scenes to get enough coverage and to speed up production by covering more 
set-ups peƌ daǇ. As ƌegaƌds ǁeatheƌ, Wilde Ŷoted: ͚Theƌe should ďe Ŷo tƌouďle oŶ this ĐouŶt, ďut 
one can never be sure... a good part of the time our daily operation will be very inexpensive and we 
ĐaŶŶot ďe huƌt too ŵuĐh ďǇ ǁeatheƌ.͛55  
     On 15 July Garrett sent the papers prepared for the project to Maurice Foster of Lowndes 
Productions for his comments; Foster seems to have been the risk assessor, as John Croydon was on 
Zulu, but there is no copy of a report from Foster in the Film Finances files. A new budget of 
$ϲϮϱ,ϬϬϬ ;£ϮϰϮ,ϭϬϭͿ had ďeeŶ pƌepaƌed aŶd Basil KeǇs ǁas said to ďe ͚ƌeasoŶaďlǇ satisfied͛ ǁith it 
and the schedule except that he thought it wise to include some additional days for weather cover 
(bad weather having been a major problem on Zulu). However, Paramount wanted the script to be 
cut by around ten minutes and if this was done the additional cover would not be deemed necessary.  
     A letteƌ of appƌoǀal foƌ the pƌojeĐt ǁas seŶt oŶ Ϯϭ JulǇ to Wilde͛s ĐoŵpaŶǇ Theodoƌa PƌoduĐtioŶs, 
speĐifǇiŶg Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes͛ usual teƌŵs aŶd ĐoŶditioŶs. The pƌoposed staƌt date ǁas Ϯϰ August. Gaƌƌett 
still had misgivings, and shared his reservations with PaƌaŵouŶt͛s LoŶdoŶ ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe Hoǁaƌd 
Harrison:  
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From my experience of Wilde, having now got the project accepted he believes he has a 
lot of money to spare and therefore that he can start splashing about a bit. He is also 
one of those people, who when he reckons he has a saving anywhere in his budget, 
tƌeats it as if it ǁeƌe a ǁidoǁ͛s Đƌuse aŶd eŶds up usiŶg it ŵaŶǇ tiŵes oǀeƌ aŶd is Ƌuite 
truthfully surprised when it is pointed out to him.  
 
Gaƌƌett told HaƌƌisoŶ that ͚ǁe iŶteŶd to tƌeat hiŵ ƌoughlǇ and make him stick to his original plan. If 
he has any money to spare he will certainly need it to meet those hazards which at the moment he is 
disregarding and he should not be allowed therefore in any way to eat into his finances at this 
stage.͛56  
     Much like Colin Lesslie had on Zulu, Basil Keys kept up a regular flow of correspondence from the 
set, sending a total of eighteen letters to Garrett and Harrison (copied also to Paramount in 
California) detailing the progress of the shoot and the problems encountered. The latter began 
ďefoƌe shootiŶg had eǀeŶ staƌted, as KeǇs lateƌ oďseƌǀed: ͚OŶ ŵǇ aƌƌiǀal iŶ Pƌetoƌia, I fouŶd that ǁe 
had inadequate office accommodation, one telephone, and a magnificent spirit of inspired 
confusion! ͚57 He considered the South African assistant director and production manager 
͚iŶsuffiĐieŶtlǇ eǆpeƌieŶĐed to Đope ǁith the ŵultifaƌious pƌoďleŵs that haǀe iŶeǀitaďlǇ aƌiseŶ as a 
ƌesult of settiŶg up this piĐtuƌe at suĐh shoƌt ŶotiĐe͛.58 They were soon replaced by Bert Batt and 
John Merriman, respectively, both of them Zulu veterans, and whose services increased the budget 
for the film, now to be known as The Naked Prey. Others among the crew who had worked on Zulu 
were accountant Arthur Hall, continuity clerk Muirne Mathieson, unit manager Dawie Van Heerden, 
construction manager Edu Masuch and actors Gert van den Bergh and John Marcus.  
     Keys found the production wholly under-prepared in other respects too. The major locations had 
ďeeŶ estaďlished as ͚BlǇde River Canyon, 300 miles North-East of Pretoria; Sibasa, 300 miles North of 
Pƌetoƌia [...]; aŶd Pieteƌŵaƌitzďuƌg, ϮϬϬ ŵiles Noƌth of Pƌetoƌia.͛ The plaŶ ǁas fiƌst to shoot aŶ 
elaďoƌate seƋueŶĐe iŶǀolǀiŶg ďƌush fiƌe ;͚a diffiĐult aŶd hazaƌdous opeƌatioŶ͛Ϳ for four days at Blyde 
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‘iǀeƌ CaŶǇoŶ ďefoƌe ŵoǀiŶg oŶ to “iďasa, ǁhiĐh ǁas to ďe the ŵaiŶ loĐatioŶ ͚foƌ the ďest paƌt of siǆ 
ǁeeks͛. The pƌefaďƌiĐated adŵiŶistƌatioŶ ďuildiŶgs that the “outh AfƌiĐaŶ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt͛s BaŶtu 
Affairs Department had promised to provide at Sibasa proved to be unavailable and instead of the 
crew being accommodated in hotels 45 miles distant as originally planned, they were forced to set 
up a ĐaƌaǀaŶ Đaŵp Ŷeaƌ the loĐatioŶ site. KeǇs ǁas also ĐoŶĐeƌŶed that Wilde͛s desiƌe to shoot ǁith 
thƌee Đaŵeƌas ǁould put stƌaiŶ oŶ the filŵ stoĐk alloĐatioŶ. He poiŶted out: ͚ǁe aƌe atteŵptiŶg to 
achieve a well nigh impossible task to prepare and mount a large film with costumes, props, special 
effects, etc., with an inexperienced crew in two weeks, with locations widely scattered from our 
ďasiĐ headƋuaƌteƌs iŶ Pƌetoƌia.͛59 
     However, before shooting was able to commence, Wilde was taken ill with bronchitis and ordered 
by doctors to rest for at least five days to prevent the condition developing into pneumonia.60 Wilde 
was central to the success or failure of the film: as both star and producer-director he could not be 
replaced; if he was ill, filming stopped except for second unit work. However, Keys admitted that he 
Đould Ŷot pƌeteŶd to ďe ͚aŶǇthiŶg ďut delighted to fiŶd CoƌŶel ĐoŶfiŶed to ďed͛ as it ŵeaŶt the 
ĐoŵpaŶǇ ǁas uŶaďle to pƌoĐeed to the BlǇde ‘iǀeƌ CaŶǇoŶ loĐatioŶ, foƌ ǁhiĐh it ǁas ͚uŶdeƌ-
pƌepaƌed iŶ ǀaƌious depaƌtŵeŶts͛. It ǁould haǀe ŵeaŶt a ϯϬϬ-mile trip from the Pretoria base and 
living iŶ ͚hotels ǁhiĐh aƌe Ϯϱ aŶd ϱϬ ŵiles fƌoŵ the shootiŶg aƌeas.͛ KeǇs ǀoǁed that he ǁould 
͚Ŷeǀeƌ go oŶ aŶotheƌ loĐatioŶ piĐtuƌe ǁithout fiƌst goiŶg oŶ the ƌeĐoŶŶaisaŶĐe [siĐ] tƌip.͛ He ǁas 
pƌepaƌiŶg a Đost stateŵeŶt ǁith Aƌthuƌ Hall, ďut ǁas ͚a little alaƌŵed at Wilde͛s attitude toǁaƌds 
Đosts as, eǀeŶ Ŷoǁ, he does Ŷot ƌealise hoǁ tight ouƌ ďudget is.͛61 
     After five days Wilde was again fit to work and the unit was preparing to move directly to Sibasa. 
Staff in wardrobe and props had been increased, further pushing up the budget.62 A cost statement 
was produced on 5 September, with eighteen itemised overages in various departments. Having 
now had the chance to assess the situation in more detail, Keys reported: 
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It is quite obvious from conversations I have had with Cornel that he has no idea of the 
difficulties he faces in shooting this picture. No detailed planning was ever gone into 
with Sven Persson when Cornel was here, nor was any real consideration given to the 
difficulties when certain locations were chosen. I am convinced that he has never 
studied our new budget – he certainly has never gone through it item by item with me, 
Arthur Hall, or Sven Persson. He fails to realise or appreciate, for instance, that by 
suddeŶlǇ iŶĐƌeasiŶg the ͚“afaƌi͛ paƌtǇ iŶ the Ambush and Village sequences, he is 
imposing an impossible task on a totally inexperienced Wardrobe and Props 
department, as well as incurring additional transport costs.63 
 
     The plaŶ to shoot all the ďig sĐeŶes iŶ Ϯϴ daǇs ǁas iŶ KeǇs͛ ǀieǁ ͚uŶǁoƌkaďle͛ aŶd tǁo seƋueŶĐes 
involved trying to find a river location where the water was not contaminated. Despite his 
fƌustƌatioŶs, KeǇs ǁas Ŷeǀeƌtheless iŵpƌessed ǁith Wilde͛s ǁoƌk paĐe: ͚OŶ WedŶesdaǇ ǁe shot oǀeƌ 
three minutes screentime in very trying conditioŶs. CoƌŶel Ŷeǀeƌ spaƌes hiŵself, oƌ the Đƌeǁ.͛64 
‘espoŶdiŶg to KeǇs͛ disŵal ƌepoƌts, Gaƌƌett told hiŵ that his letteƌs ďƌought ďaĐk ͚ĐhillǇ ŵeŵoƌies͛ 
of Lancelot and Guinevere when Wilde had chosen an inaccessible location that was rained out, 
wasting much tiŵe aŶd eǆpeŶse. But Gaƌƌett suggested that ͚WheŶ he appƌeĐiates hoǁ Đlose he is to 
spending his own money I think you will find it will pull his horns in. You will still have to keep on 
constantly reminding him as he is a great optimist and always thinks he has got savings which, in fact, 
he has alƌeadǇ speŶt.͛65 
     On 15 September, Wilde himself wrote a brief note to Garrett, which was indeed breezily 
optiŵistiĐ iŶ toŶe: ͚We haǀe had a good ŵaŶǇ pƌoďleŵs, soŵe of ǁhiĐh ǁeƌe to ďe eǆpeĐted aŶd 
some which took us by surprise. Nevertheless, we have gotten some really exciting film and one big 
surprise! – ǁe aƌe slightlǇ ahead of sĐhedule. I ǁill tƌǇ to keep it that ǁaǇ.͛ Wilde pƌaised ͚the 
haƌdest ǁoƌkiŶg uŶit I haǀe seeŶ͛ aŶd its ͚eǆĐelleŶt ĐoŵpaŶǇ spiƌit͛, though he Ŷoted: ͚Theƌe ǁeƌe 
threats of rebellion by a few the first two or three days. I merely said that this is the way I want to 
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work, since it is the only way in which we can get the quality I want and stay on schedule, and that 
anyone who did not ǁaŶt to ǁoƌk ŵǇ ǁaǇ ǁas fƌee to giǀe his ŶotiĐe.͛66 The same day, Harrison 
wrote to Garrett quoting a budget overage of £1,200. But he also noted the apparent contradiction 
ďetǁeeŶ KeǇs͛ ͚pessiŵistiĐ toŶe͛ aŶd the aďoǀe-average number of setups Wilde had achieved to 
date, as well as by the quality of the 45 minutes of rushes he had seen.67  
     As Garrett had predicted, after receiving the first cost statement Wilde reduced the number of 
African warriors involved in the pursuit.68 Following two successful weeks͛ shootiŶg Keys was now 
more positive and felt that difficulties were being overcome, though he was still concerned that the 
problems of staging the water and fire sequences had not yet been resolved and he was anxious 
about the quality of the location sound recording, which might necessitate increased post-
production costs for re-recording.69 When Keys expressed concern at the overloading of the camera 
cars, two of which had broken down, and suggested leaving one of the cameras behind to reduce 
the strain oŶ the Đaƌs, Wilde iŶsisted that he Ŷeeded thƌee Đaŵeƌas to ŵaiŶtaiŶ the paĐe: ͚I ǁill Ŷot 
alloǁ aŶǇ ĐhaŶge iŶ pƌoĐeduƌe ǁhiĐh ǁill sloǁ doǁŶ ouƌ shootiŶg.͛70 
     OŶ Ϯϱ “epteŵďeƌ KeǇs ƌepoƌted aŶotheƌ ͚eǆĐelleŶt ǁeek͛s ǁoƌk͛, iŶĐludiŶg a diffiĐult seƋueŶĐe, 
͚ǁith huŶdƌeds of Ŷatiǀes aŵoŶgst ďuƌŶiŶg huts, aŶd CoƌŶel is ƌaĐiŶg aloŶg, spaƌiŶg Ŷeitheƌ hiŵself 
Ŷoƌ the Đƌeǁ͛.71 He also noted that the Health Department had informed the unit that the water at 
the location chosen for the river sequence was free of contamination. He was, however, worried 
that high winds might blow down the fort set and had holes punched in the walls to prevent this. 
Back in London, the rushes reaching Film Finances and Paramount still met with a favourable 
ƌeĐeptioŶ. ͚It looks as though it is goiŶg to ďe a ǀeƌǇ iŶteƌestiŶg piĐtuƌe,͛ Gaƌƌett ǁƌote to Wilde. ͚We 
all adŵiƌed the aŵouŶt Ǉou got out of Ǉouƌ Ŷatiǀe aĐtoƌs.͛72 The unit itself had not been able to see 
the rushes because the nearest cinema was 50 miles away; unlike on Zulu, there was no projectionist 
in the crew or facility for screening footage. Harrison wrote to Keys reassuring him that the footage 
so far was excellent and that coverage appeared sufficient.73 
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     Hoǁeǀeƌ, KeǇs ǁas sooŶ agaiŶ ͚despoŶdeŶt͛ folloǁiŶg a thƌee-hour meeting with Wilde to discuss 
the sĐeŶes to ďe filŵed afteƌ leaǀiŶg “iďasa, ͚CoƌŶel ďeiŶg a ŵost iŵpƌaĐtiĐal plaŶŶeƌ͛. He ǁas 
planning to take a 23-ŵaŶ uŶit to thƌee diffeƌeŶt loĐatioŶs, iŶĐludiŶg BlǇde ‘iǀeƌ CaŶǇoŶ foƌ ͚sĐeŶiĐ͛ 
shots, over a twelve-day period, followed by another twelve-day trip with a reduced twelve-man 
crew to two further locations to shoot animal scenes. Keys wanted to film all these in Bechuanaland 
(now Botswana), avoiding Blyde entirely.74 However, as he had hoped, the cost estimate for this 
͚͞ƌouŶd AfƌiĐa “afaƌi͟ gaǀe CoƌŶel a ŶastǇ jolt͛ aŶd Wilde ƌesĐheduled the ǁoƌk.75 The new plan still 
iŶǀolǀed a uŶit of tǁeŶtǇ goiŶg to BlǇde ďut theŶ ŵoǀiŶg oŶ to Kƌugeƌ NatioŶal Paƌk ;͚Ƌuite Đlose͛Ϳ, 
followed by a unit of twelve going to Mozambique to shoot an elephant-killiŶg seƋueŶĐe ͚aŶd, if 
ŶeĐessaƌǇ, CoƌŶel ǁith otheƌ gaŵe.͛ KeǇs oďseƌǀed that Wilde ǁas ͚ǀeƌǇ aŶǆious to filŵ hiŵself 
agaiŶst huge heƌds of ǁild aŶiŵals.͛ This ƌeduĐed the eǆpeĐted oǀeƌage of £ϭϳ,ϬϬϬ iŶ eǆĐess of the 
£15,000 coŶtiŶgeŶĐǇ fuŶd ďǇ ŵoƌe thaŶ half; KeǇs Ŷoted: ͚WheŶ CoƌŶel ƌealises that ǁe aƌe agaiŶ 
ǁell oǀeƌ ďudget, ǁe ŵaǇ oŶĐe ŵoƌe ƌesĐhedule ouƌ fiŶal ǁeeks iŶ AfƌiĐa.͛76 
     Illness again struck when Wilde was diagnosed with a temperature of 100.4 in what proved to be 
a painful bout of tick-bite fever.77 The shoot having fallen a day and a half behind schedule because 
of Wilde͛s illŶess, the plaŶs foƌ the aŶiŵal sĐeŶes ǁeƌe iŶdeed agaiŶ ƌeǀised. The idea of filŵiŶg the 
elephant kill in Mozambique was abandoned as too expensive and this scene was to be shot in 
Bechuanaland instead, though whether Wilde himself was present depended on completing the 
sĐeŶes iŶ Kƌugeƌ NatioŶal Paƌk aŶd oŶ ͚to ǁhat degƌee ǁe aƌe speŶdiŶg his ĐoŶtiŶgeŶĐǇ͛.78 The 
budget was now overspent by £4,000 beyond the contingency, less than previously estimated due to 
a reduction in the size of the unit filming in Kruger. The plan to go to Bechuanaland was again 
changed, as it seemed possible to film the elephant kill scenes in Northern Rhodesia, only 180 miles 
away. But Keys was still concerned that the company was slipping further behind schedule and could 
run over by four or five days, delaying the move to Blyde River Canyon. He and Arthur Hall discussed 
the situation with Wilde, who studied the script ͚to see if he ĐaŶ ŵake aŶǇ Đuts ǁhiĐh ǁill Ŷot haƌŵ 
ďut help the piĐtuƌe͛ aŶd pƌeǀeŶt it fƌoŵ ƌuŶŶiŶg oǀeƌ-length.79 
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     Bad weather put the company further behind schedule. While Wilde was working on the script, 
͚ĐoŶĐeŶtƌatiŶg the aĐtioŶ͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ deleting scenes, Sven Persson went to Rhodesia to shoot the 
elephaŶt sĐeŶes. KeǇs Ŷoted that the ŵaiŶ uŶit ǁas Ŷoǁ so sŵall it ƌeseŵďled a ͚Ŷeǁs ƌeel outfit͛. 
He ƌepoƌted that ͚ǁe shall haǀe to Đoŵpƌoŵise oŶ ǁhat ǁill ďe stoĐk aŶd ǁhat “ǀeŶ should tƌǇ aŶd 
shoot of the more spectacular game scenes [...]. Some of these scenes will take weeks to shoot, but 
ǁheŶ ǁe ǁeŶt thƌough the sĐƌipt last, CoƌŶel appƌeĐiated that a ͞fleǆiďle͟ appƌoaĐh ǁould haǀe to 
ďe takeŶ iŶ ƌegaƌd to these sĐeŶes.͛ KeǇs thought that ͚the ƌeallǇ diffiĐult aŶiŵal sĐeŶes͛ ǁeƌe 
͚pƌaĐtiĐallǇ uŶoďtaiŶaďle aŶd ĐaŶ oŶlǇ ďe filŵed at gƌeat Đost. It ǁill ďe iŶteƌestiŶg to see ǁheŶ aŶd 
to ǁhat degƌee ǁe Đoŵpƌoŵise oǀeƌ this.͛80 
     One week later, Keys reported that the company was now two or three days behind schedule, but 
he was hopeful that a day could be made up by working on a Sunday. He thought that the daily costs 
previously estimated as £1,200 were more realistically around £800 and he expected to make 
saǀiŶgs oŶ speĐial effeĐts: ͚All iŶ all, the sĐhedule aŶd Đost positioŶs aƌe ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ good͛, he 
oďseƌǀed. KeǇs aŶd Hall had suĐĐeeded iŶ selliŶg eǀeƌǇthiŶg ďought foƌ the “iďasa Đaŵp, ͚iŶĐludiŶg 
tents, water carts, fire extinguishers, blankets, identity discs, chairs, rakes, hoses, etc, to one firm, at 
oŶe thiƌd of the oƌigiŶal Đost͛, ǁith the ďuǇeƌ takiŶg oŶ the joď of disŵaŶtliŶg aŶd ĐleaƌiŶg the site. 
Less positively, Persson had not been able to get all the elephant shots required. Keys also reported 
that he and three other members of the unit – Bob Thomson, Bert Batt and Trevor Crole-Rees – had 
all had a ͚ďlaziŶg ƌoǁ͛ ǁith Wilde: ͚These thƌee haǀe doŶe the ǁoƌk of ŶiŶe ŵeŶ aŶd iŶ the eŶd eǀeŶ 
theiƌ patieŶĐe ǁas ďƌokeŶ ďǇ CoƌŶel͛s iŵpƌaĐtiĐal appƌoaĐh to shootiŶg the filŵ.͛81 
     In response, Wilde made yet further changes of plan, intended to complete all work in Africa 
within two weeks. He cancelled the location in Blyde River Canyon altogether, filming the brief 
necessary shots in Sibasa, and eliminated a sequence involving a vulture. According to a memo 
Wilde sent to Keys, the main unit would go directly to Kruger National Park, 
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to do the animal tie-in shots with me. These I am reducing in number, and will deal with 
as elastically as necessary. [...] The lion/zebra scene obviously requires some luck in the 
Kruger Park. I can shoot it in pieces if necessary and put them together with editing. If 
we cannot get the proper shots in the Kruger Park or Bechuanaland without too much 
loss of time, I will finish the sequence in Hollywood with a highly trained and tame lion, 
whose work as an actor I am very familiar with!82 
 
     UŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, the Kƌugeƌ shoot did Ŷot tuƌŶ out as Wilde had eŶǀisioŶed. KeǇs ƌepoƌted:  ͚The 
͞elastiĐ͟ appƌoaĐh to the aŶiŵal sĐeŶes has ďeĐoŵe ǀeƌǇ elastiĐ! CoƌŶel fouŶd directing wild animals 
in the park very difficult and has, in consequence, spent some time looking at both 16mm and 35mm 
animal material which is available in Pretoria. In the end, practically all the exciting animal material 
ǁill ďe stoĐk shots.͛83 There was a sadly anticlimactic end to the filming: owing to a third illness 
suffered by Wilde in Bechuanaland, this time gastroenteritis, no footage was shot there at all. Flying 
out of Africa on 18 November, Wilde suffered a further misfortune when his London-bound plane 
almost crashed on take-off as it ͚dipped ǀioleŶtlǇ toǁaƌds the gƌouŶd͛.84  
     The initial budget for the picture had been £257,101, subsequently revised downwards to 
£242,101. By the time the final cost statement was drawn up it was over budget by £14,709 – or to 
put it another way, just £291 under the original budget. Keys remained convinced that the central 
pƌoďleŵ ǁith the pƌoduĐtioŶ had alǁaǇs ďeeŶ Wilde͛s oǀeƌlǇ aŵďitious aƌtistiĐ aspiƌatioŶs foƌ the 
filŵ: ͚it is a gƌeat pitǇ that CoƌŶel plans to enter this picture, officially or unofficially, at the Cannes 
Festival, as he wants every location to be different and exciting. On our budget, I think we should 
shoot all ǁe ĐaŶ at “iďasa, as tƌaǀel Đosts iŶ AfƌiĐa aƌe eŶoƌŵous.͛85 He had further comŵeŶted: ͚Ouƌ 
laďouƌ foƌĐe is geaƌed foƌ a ͞ƋuiĐkie͟ tǇpe pƌoduĐtioŶ aŶd ǁill Ŷot staŶd up to the gƌaŶdiose ideas 
that Cornel expounds [...] he refuses to accept the fact that we are only geared and budgeted for a 
small, simple picture, which makes me suspiĐious of his ulteƌioƌ ŵotiǀes.͛86  
     Wilde had in fact written personally to Harrison to explain his aims and ambitions: 
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I think that this film, with its combination of harsh realism and beauty, would have a 
really good chance at one of the important film festivals. I have had this in mind from 
the beginning in every aspect of making the film. This includes the performances, the 
camera set-ups, the unusual photographic effects, selection of backgrounds, the use of 
indigenous native music and native instruments, the inclusion in the various sequences 
of details of Ŷatiǀe Đustoŵs aŶd ďehaǀiouƌ, etĐ.͛ He had added a shoƌt, uŶsĐƌipted 
seƋueŶĐe shoǁiŶg the ǁaƌƌioƌs appƌoaĐhiŶg aŶ iŵpala foƌ a kill at a ǁateƌhole: ͚I thiŶk it 
will turn out to be one of the most beautiful scenes in the film – something which I have 
never seen in a feature before, but which again shows a vignette of African life, not only 
as it was 100 years ago but even more recently.87 
 
     The irony is that, despite the compromises he was forced into during production, Wilde came 
closer to achieving his aims than Keys thought possible. Although not a Cannes contender, the film 
opened the San Sebastian Film Festival in June 1965 and the screenplay was subsequently 
nominated for an Academy Award. And although it was not a huge commercial success, the film 
gave Wilde the greatest critical praise of his career, with favourable press reviews and a lasting 
reputation manifested, for example, by its appearance as a Criterion Collection DVD. 
     A further irony is that the very shortcomings that Keys identified were consistent with the artistic 
peƌsoŶalitǇ ideŶtified ďǇ faǀouƌaďle ĐƌitiĐs. AŶdƌeǁ “aƌƌis͛s ĐoŵŵeŶt oŶ the diƌeĐtoƌ is ƌeleǀaŶt heƌe, 
seeŵiŶg paƌtlǇ to eŶdoƌse KeǇs͛ ǀieǁ: ͚Wilde is still too ďlaŶd as ďoth aĐtoƌ aŶd diƌeĐtoƌ to ďe giǀeŶ 
major consideration, but he does reveal a modestly likable personality in over its head with themes 
oǀeƌsized foƌ the taleŶt aŶd skill aǀailaďle.͛88 But perhaps the most memorable judgement on Wilde 
is Daǀid ThoŵsoŶ͛s, that he ǁas a geŶuiŶe ͚pƌiŵitiǀe͛ ǁhose filŵs eǆpƌess a ƌaǁ, Đƌude, Ŷaiǀe ďut 
authentic power comparable to a parable.89 Wilde himself had sought something of this quality and 
used the term ͚pƌiŵitiǀe͛ to desĐƌiďe the AfƌiĐaŶ paiŶtiŶgs he used ďehiŶd the ŵaiŶ titles. Hoǁ 
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appropriate that someone who was, in business terms, a liability in his impractical approach to 
filmmaking, should in that very limitation be true to his artistic personality. 
 
CONCLUSION 
Fƌoŵ Filŵ FiŶaŶĐes͛ ǀieǁpoiŶt, ďoth these pƌoduĐtioŶs pƌeseŶted eǆtƌeŵe ĐhalleŶges, oǁiŶg Ŷot 
only to the nature of the material and the different logistical demands they entailed, but also to the 
attitudes, personalities and, to use John CroǇdoŶ͛s teƌŵ, ŵodus opeƌaŶdi of theiƌ ƌespeĐtiǀe 
directors and producers. It is clear that one of the reasons ǁhǇ Gaƌƌett͛s ĐoŵpaŶǇ ǁas 
uncomfortable with actor-producer and director-producer setups – let alone both, as was the case 
here – is that the characteristic temperament of an artist was perceived to conflict with the 
ŵaŶageƌial aŶd adŵiŶistƌatiǀe ƌole of a pƌoduĐeƌ. The appaƌeŶt laĐk of a ͚seŶse of ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ͛ 
identified by Colin Lesslie was thus due not merely to the particular recalcitrance of, in that instance, 
Stanley Baker and Cy Endfield, but was seen as being part and parcel of a general condition afflicting 
Đƌeatiǀe tǇpes, as the geŶeƌalisiŶg Ŷatuƌe of Lesslie͛s ƌeŵaƌks attest. HeŶĐe the felt Ŷeed foƌ Lesslie͛s 
aŶd KeǇs͛ appoiŶtŵeŶts as oǀerseers of the projects, tasked, when the necessity arose, with putting 
the filŵŵakeƌs͛ aƌtistiĐ teŵpeƌaŵeŶts iŶ theiƌ ͚pƌopeƌ͛ plaĐe aŶd ƌeŵiŶdiŶg theŵ of theiƌ fisĐal 
obligations and the logistical constraints of their endeavours. 
     It is difficult not to present this opposition as one of either mature professionalism versus rank 
aŵateuƌisŵ oƌ of aƌtistiĐ ǀisioŶaƌies ǀeƌsus Đƌass philistiŶes ;oŶe͛s pƌefeƌeŶĐe depeŶdiŶg oŶ ǁhiĐh 
side oŶe fiŶds ŵoƌe sǇŵpathetiĐͿ. I doŶ͛t ďelieǀe eitheƌ to ďe the Đase iŶ these instances. The 
production histories of Zulu and The Naked Prey, as seen through the eyes of their respective Film 
Finances observers, instead seem to me to demonstrate the very practical and pragmatic nature of 
filmmaking as an art form, and the close, symbiotic relationship that obtains between the concrete 
logistical and financial conditions of filmmaking and the ability of filmmakers to realise their 
ambitions within those parameters.  
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     It would be too simplistic to see questions of money and practicality as simply a barrier to free 
Đƌeatiǀe eǆpƌessioŶ, just as it ǁould ďe to eŶdoƌse ǁholeheaƌtedlǇ Lesslie͛s opiŶioŶ of his ĐlieŶts 
quoted at the head of this article. Rather, such matters are among the forces actively shaping the 
realisation of artistic endeavour in a medium which is at once commercial, technological, industrial 
aŶd phǇsiĐal ;aŵoŶg otheƌ thiŶgsͿ. We ĐaŶ Ŷeǀeƌ kŶoǁ hoǁ Bakeƌ aŶd EŶdfield͛s oƌ CoƌŶel Wilde͛s 
artistic visions might have been realised in conditions of unlimited financial luxury and creative 
freedom – whether the films, made in such circumstances, would have been better or worse than 
they now appear.90 But the popular success and critical acclaim both Zulu and The Naked Prey have 
enjoyed over the years surely demonstrate that, whatever compromises were entailed in order to 
meet the obligations of budgets and schedules, they were not so fundamental as to undermine 
these filŵs͛ claims to be regarded as accurate testiŵoŶǇ to theiƌ ŵakeƌs͛ taleŶt.  
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